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Executive Summary
Title: Water as the future clash for civilizations: a fresh conceptual approach for a Global Trinity?
Author: Major S R Westlake Royal Marines

Thesis: Whilst the ideological conflicts of the last decade have been necessary, they have also
served as a delay to full consideration of some of the alternative threats. Western powers need to
reconsider the post-Cold War pre-occupation with ideological threats, and consider the
requirement and significant implications for water scarcity to become a basis for future
commitment of military force within the context of environment-based security architectures.

Discussion: Western powers have effectively been focused on ideological threats in the period
since the Second World War, with this ideological focus reinforced through the necessary
conflicts of the last decade. Meanwhile, wide popular acceptance of theories such as Samuel P.
Huntington’s proposed “Clash of Civilizations” has acted as a distraction from other potential
threats to security. There has consequently been little open discussion of the potential
requirement to use a military force for a purpose that, rather than dealing with an ideological
threat, will need to address conflict within an environmental context. Amongst the environmental
threats water scarcity is already a reality for many and is increasingly becoming a security risk
that cannot be ignored. A significant quantity of international work has been undertaken to
address water scarcity, and this work continues. However, experience has demonstrated that this
work continues to be technologically and conceptually challenging, slow in delivering progress,
uneven in its achievements, and politically complex to address. In the meantime, the impact of
water scarcity continues to be exacerbated by the multiple pressures created by an increasing
global population, urbanization, industrialization, and climate change. That poverty,
displacement, deprivation, social breakdown, and criminality, amongst many other issues, are
caused by water scarcity is proven; that such factors provoke conflict is acknowledged. However,
whilst the international community is clearly applying its efforts to mitigate the effects, evidence
indicates that water scarcity will become increasingly critical before the required progress may be
delivered; the potential for conflict is a likely result.

Conclusion: The international community must consider the potential for future conflict within
an environmental context, in a shift from the ideological focus of recent years. As such, in
parallel to the continued delivery of ‘soft effects’ to address water scarcity impacts, the
requirement to use military force to ensure future water security should be considered. In doing
so, it becomes evident that an environment-based security architecture may be required to address
the requirements for military force to be utilized effectively. Such a move will require a re-
adjustment of understanding, commitment, and force readiness. Primarily though, it will require
the creation of a willingness within the Trinity of the government, the military, and the people to
potentially use military force to ensure another nation’s water security; a readiness to use force in
the name of humanity, rather than necessarily in the pursuit of clear national security objectives.
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Preface

There has been a necessary pre-occupation with ideological threats in the period since the Second
World War. Consequently there has been little open discussion of the potential requirement to
use a military force that, rather than dealing with an ideological threat, addresses conflict within
an environmental context, with no direct threat necessarily posed to the homeland. There is
significant precedence of potential and actual conflict where water resources have been a factor,
particularly in the Jordan and Nile River basins. Consideration of the example presented by the
Nile River Basin highlights the potential for conflict in an area other than the more obvious
Euphrates-Tigris or Jordan River Basins. When considered in conjunction with global water
scarcity issues and wider energy resource constraints, which are of great significance to the
developed world and increasingly the developing world, there is considerable potential for
conflict throughout the world, over the diminishing critical resource, water.

These are actual factors with real impact that threaten the very survival of individuals and
potentially states. This differs significantly from Samuel P. Huntington’s popularized conceptual
“Clash of Civilizations” based on culture, which ignores the more practical causes of conflict
such as territory, poverty, population migration/growth, and resources. Fundamentally, all
groups require access to resources to ensure survival, and in an age of diminishing resources no
state or group will likely commit socio-economic or actual suicide where force remains an option.

Therefore, the requirement exists for the international community to consider the use of military
intervention in support of the range of other ongoing activities to ensure water security, as a
predominant threat to security in the global operating environment of the future. This may
require action to prevent or intervene in inter or more likely intra-state conflict arising over or
provoked by water scarcity. The questions that remain are whether the military has evolved to a
point where it is able to lead this debate and whether western society is capable of taking the
required conceptual step to consider and successfully undertake such action in a divergence from
the conceptual ideological focus of the last decade’s necessary conflicts?

I close this preface with full acknowledgement of the guidance and encouragement provided by
Professor Matthew Flynn and Dr. Edward Erickson of the Command and Staff College Faculty.
Both have provided vital assistance in developing my understanding of the significance of water
within the operating environment, and in supporting my analysis of the implications for Western
society in addressing the potential threats to be presented by water scarcity.



Introduction

In 1993 Samuel P. Huntington proposed a new post-Cold War, multi-polar, global context
where distinctions between peoples would no longer be based upon ideology, economics, or
politics, “but rather...their culture or civilization”. Huntington considered that conflict was more
likely to result from the differences between those major civilizations perceived to have emerged
in the post-Cold War world, rather than other particular causal factors." However, as NATO
begins to withdraw from Afghanistan consideration of this conflict and its predecessors provide
evidence of causal factors based upon ideology, the balance of power, and resource access,
amongst other reasons, rather than civilization or culture especially. Whilst Huntington’s theory
provided a convenient concept by which to rationalize a number of the post-Cold War
experiences, it has perhaps missed the fundamental point. There are other pre-existing, proven,
and increasingly significant causal factors that will motivate individuals, groups, and even states
towards conflict that are rooted in issues even more fundamental than perceptions of culture or
civilization: environmental issues rooted in human security and survival. Some of these factors
will become of critical relevance in the coming years, ahead of Huntington’s “civilizations”.?

Consider global resources, particularly water: already in crisis in certain regions; a factor
within conflict past and present; and potentially an increasingly significant factor within intra-
state conflict, failed states, and inter-state conflict of the future. This requires the government,
the military, and the people (in the context of Carl von Clausewitz’s concept of the Trinity and
the “tendencies” of policy, probability, and passion that shape the conduct of war) to review the
post-Cold War period, and particularly the last decade’s pre-occupation with ideological threats,
and consider the requirement and significant implications for water scarcity to become the basis

for a future commitment of military force; as the mechanism through which to provide water



security across the global community into the future.®> As to the associated significance of such a
re-balance, this would reflect a great shift within the thinking, understanding, and relationship
within the Trinity if it were possible to re-assess the threat, the use of the military, and the
approach to conflict, especially if done so on a global basis.*

Ideological Conflict: The Legacy of Huntington’s “Clash of Civilizations”

Whilst Huntington considered that power and wealth remained key elements determining
national objectives, rather than ideology or economic-based systems it would be the “clash of
civilizations” that would dominate global politics and conflict in the Post-Cold War period. In
defining a number of civilizations he argued that their cultural basis would become the pre-
eminent factor in their future interactions. In citing such examples as the support provided to the
Bosnians by Libya, Saudi Arabia, Turkey, and Iran, and the re-unification of Germany, he argued
that the unifying forces of cultural similarities would overcome ideology or “historical
circumstance”, bringing like cultures together. Whilst identifying this unifying force, however,
he also identified natural “cultural fault lines” between the peoples of different civilizations.”

Based upon differences between history, language, culture, tradition, and religion, the
cultural differences were considered more difficult to resolve than those of a more reconcilable
political or economic nature. He also proposed that the increasing interactions resulting from
globalization invigorated “differences and animosities”, whilst social and economic
developments weakened identities of both the individual and state. Predominantly based upon
cultural and religious similarities the resultant unification could only lead to conflicting interests,
beliefs, and activities between the founding civilizations thereby creating a destabilizing effect.’

Francis Fukuyama was one academic amongst a number who proposed an alternative

theory for the post-Cold War paradigm, which he perceived to have “consecrated the victory of



liberalism” over communism, thereby presenting an unchallenged ideology for the future. The
New York Times’ Thomas Freidman focused on economic globalization in “The One Big
Thing”, whilst Robert Kaplan centered on population excess. Huntington’s theory was a counter
to these, presenting a less optimistic perspective than Fukuyama particularly, and one perhaps
mirrored by world events in the years following publication. These years did not reflect the
emergence of one relatively harmonious world, which Huntington considered “too divorced from
reality to be a useful guide to the post-Cold War world™.’

On reflection, it is understandable that Huntington’s proposal gained such prominence in
both academic analysis and popular discussion. The collapse of the Soviet Union changed the bi-
polar paradigm through which the world sought to comprehend conflict, yet it was not clear what
was to follow this period of chiefly ideological conflict. The academic world sought to explain
and predict this altered environment; would it be a uni-polar world dominated by the USA, or a
multi-polar paradigm with new, emergent centers of power and influence?®

The “clash of civilizations” concept provided a relatively straightforward context that
fulfilled each of the cognitive, practical, and aesthetic schemas that Chiara Bottici and Benoit
Challand argue people need to orient the world in which they live. Huntington conveniently
enabled people to comprehend attacks such as 9/11, particularly given their associated
symbolism, which acted as a credible catalyst for wide acceptance of Huntington’s theory.
Indeed, publication and acceptance of Huntington’s theory peaked after 9/11, as people sought to
rationalize a previously unimaginable terrorist attack that seemed to presage a new world.’

Huntington refers to a range of historical cases, including the 1956 Suez Crisis and 1990
Gulf War as particular examples of continued “conflict along the fault line” between the West

and Islam. However, both more readily reflect military action taken to maintain the balance of



power, with strong economic undertones, rather than action taken for cultural or religious
reasons. Whilst limited low-level clashes based on race, religion, or ethnicity issues will
undoubtedly continue to occur and the requirement to combat terrorism will remain, are such
clashes likely to be of the nature and at the level proposed by Huntington?'

The military action undertaken since the 9/11 attacks has been used in many quarters to
validate Huntington’s hypothesis, being described by some as a “clash of civilizations” between
the West and Islam. However, this has not become a fully accepted view with a number of
commentators having readily expressed doubt. Mohamed Sid-Ahmed described the theory as
“shrouded in ambiguities”, whilst Paul Wolfowitz, when US Deputy Secretary of Defense,
described reality as “less a clash of civilizations...than a...misunderstanding between the Muslim
and Western worlds” and much more optimistic than Huntington’s prediction. Significantly, Al
Qaeda’s perceived desire to create a “clash of civilizations™ has not been matched by a Western
or Christian desire: a desire to eradicate terrorism, but not Islam. Equally, there has been no
demonstration of a unified Muslim intent to enter into conflict against the West or Christianity.™

In fact, the post-9/11 military experience has essentially been one of ideological conflict in
which the military has been required to fight for perceptions and imaginations: for peoples’
cognitive, practical, and aesthetic schemas. Huntington argued that such ideological conflict
would be replaced by a “clash of civilizations™, but this has not been the case. Ideological
conflict has remained, albeit in contesting an adversary that is no longer communism.*?

Water: A Mainstream Issue?

Huntington’s work has had wide reach and appeal, whilst the literature on environment and

in turn water scarcity is not as developed or mainstream as it may have been, had there not been

such an ideological distraction. Indeed the environment appeared to figure as merely a fringe



issue during the 2012 US Presidential campaign, perhaps demonstrating the limited reach of this
issue in contrast to others in which there may be greater awareness, or national self-interest.

Even so, some important voices have sought to promote the topic. For example, in 1984
Thomas Naff and Ruth C. Matson considered the risk of conflict in the Middle East, noting that
should water management be ineffective “several international conflicts over water may erupt in
the region.”** Thomas Homer-Dixon has engaged in a lengthy consideration of the relationship
between environmental scarcity and security, commenting that environmental scarcity “will
further inflame the competition between groups and societies,” and that “policymakers will have
less and less capacity to [prevent] serious social disruption, including conflict”.** Arun P.
Elhuance noted significant hurdles to cooperation and warned of the “potential dangers of
escalating demands”, but also reflected on encouraging signs for progress.®> Elsewhere, Anne H.
Ehrlich, Dr Peter Gleick, Ken Conca, and Aaron Wolf amongst others have debated hydro-
politics, environmental and resource issues, and the history of (and potential for) conflict.*®

As recently as March 2013, via his directorship of the Pacific Institute Dr Peter Gleick has
continued to promote global understanding of the relationship between “water, climate, and
security” with lectures at both King’s College and the University of Cambridge in the UK, and a
scheduled appearance at the 150™ annual meeting of the US National Academy in Washington,
DC in April 2013. The United Nations, meanwhile, has continued its decades of work to address
water scarcity, with extensive discussion of the continuing threat of conflict over water."’

The remainder of this paper has therefore considered a range of academic assessments as
cited above, whilst also analyzing a number of organizations’ material, including UNESCO, the
wider UN, World Health Organization, World Bank, and Nile Basin Initiative. Consideration has

been given to other non-government organizations, such as the Pacific Institute, Global Water



Forum, and International Rivers; public commentary; and official publications and statements.
The UN material consulted has been particularly significant, comprising the last decade’s
progressive work, from the International Year of Freshwater 2003 to the World Water
Development Report 2012; this last document comprises some 800 pages of material concerning
the water situation across the globe, and the work conducted in an effort to mitigate the lack of
access to freshwater and associated water scarcity. However, this paper seeks to engage in an
aspect of the debate not necessarily discussed in the wide variety of sources analyzed.™®

Within the last three years both former Secretary of State Clinton and former Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff Admiral Mullen publically commented on the potential threats presented
to security by resource and water scarcity. The USMC Center for Emerging Threats and
Opportunities (CETO) 2011 edition of Flashpoints considered water as a specific factor within
analysis of the risk of conflict across 158 countries. Additionally, the U.S. Director of National
Intelligence, the U.S. Quadrennial Defense Review Report, and the United Kingdom National
Security Strategy have each publically commented on water scarcity and security. As such, water
as a threat to security has recently begun to shift from being a long-standing academic (and
technical and management) subject towards a position as a political and military consideration.™

Still, the debate remains skewed, and any suggestion that water scarcity is a key element in
environmental factors shaping national security policy fails to make the main point as presented
in this paper. This paper argues that such a focus requires a re-evaluation of the nature of
warfare, in that national security threats will leave state borders a distant second in terms of the
analysis needed to face a looming, global crisis that presents a fundamental threat to human
security. As a result, from the western mind-set, Clausewitzian thinking of a relationship

between the military, government, and populace comes under scrutiny since the military and



security services appear to be picking up the academic debate to currently lead within the
domestic debate, perhaps dragging the civilian body with it. This presents a great divergence
from the past: a reshaping of the Trinity or at least a military-led reconceptualization of this
important interaction. In sum, what had been military license, and a possible threat to the state, is
now its foremost defender in leading on a neglected issue, but one that can no longer be ignored.

Therefore, the primary issue is that a western, albeit necessary, pre-occupation with
ideological conflict, and willingness to view Huntington’s popularized theory of a “clash of
civilizations” as a reality have risked over-looking greater, more fundamental challenges, which
threaten stability and security, thereby introducing significant risk of potential conflict.?® As
such, resource and particularly water scarcity has only recently gained prominence in official
considerations of developing threats, therefore almost certainly delaying appropriate analysis of
the required responses to such threats, and the associated implications for western society.

The Fundamental Challenge

Current global demographic growth has been unequalled in human history, with population
growing from under 3 billion in 1950 to an estimated 7 billion in 2012,with estimates of 8.5
billion by 2025, rising to 9 billion by 2050. Significantly, 95% of the growth has occurred in the
developing world, accompanied by increased urbanization, industrialization, and globalization.
Notably, approximately one quarter of the world’s population currently lives in poverty. Despite
notable reductions in overall poverty rates, the reduction can almost exclusively be attributed to
China; the developing world demonstrates comparatively marginal reductions.?

Meanwhile, the developed and developing worlds have become increasingly resource
dependent. The increasing demand has been “sharply evident in Asia and the Pacific Rim”

reflecting the industrialization and economic growth rates in those regions; China has seen



significant growth, and an almost insatiable increase in appetite for resources. Global energy use
has increased “some 20-fold” in the last century and is expected to rise by a further 50% by 2035,
whilst evidence mounts of dwindling reserves with energy resources and water becoming
increasingly scarce. Indeed, the world has never faced a comparable situation of “impenetrable
limits [and] absolute deficiencies of land and energy.”? The world is also experiencing increased
agricultural constraints resulting from the expanding population and associated trends of
urbanization and industrialization. Globally, population growth, dwindling land resources,
energy requirements, environmental constraints, and water scarcity are impacting simultaneously
and unlike ever before, without an existing spare capacity to exploit. Commentators increasingly
refer to resource scarcity as a “precondition” for and likely source of future conflict.”®

Scarcity, which can be defined as a diminishing resource and/or growing pressure on the
supply available from an increase in demand, could arise from a depleted or degraded resource,
which could result from population growth or greater per capita consumption, or through the
unequal distribution of the resource.” These circumstances, which are increasingly evident
across the range of global resource issues, impact upon each of the three key areas of individual,
national, and international security. This is of particular significance, as any individual unable to
provide for his needs will likely seek to address identified deficiencies through other means;
where this is related to the resources required for basic human security this may result in
displacement, but could also lead to an individual employing any means to ensure survival.
Groups of people within a state, or a state itself could react in a similar manner where survival is
actually or just perceived to be in question, particularly when required resources are available

elsewhere, or when access to those resources is denied by another group or state.?



Water: a Finite Resource Approaching Crisis?

Water is a fundamental requirement for human life; without it there is no life. This is
clearly of ultimate significance, but the complexity of a nation’s relationship to water must also
not be underestimated. Drinking, agriculture, food provision, industry, health, economic growth,
waste disposal, sanitation, cooling, power, navigation, fire-fighting, flood control, recreation,
national security, and an instrument of national power or influence: water intersects all aspects of
a nation’s social, economic, political, legal, and ecological structures, whilst remaining essential
for human survival. The former Israeli Prime Minister Moshe Sharrett indicated water’s
significance to the Israeli nation when he asserted, “water is life itself”.®

In theory there should be sufficient water available to sustain global life, but there are signs
of shortage across the world. Of the total volume of water, of which the earth is not producing
any more than already exists, approximately only 3% is fresh with 70% of this contained within
ice or permanent snow, and nearly 30% held as groundwater, within shallow or deep basins, soil
moisture, swamp water, or perma-frost. Just 0.26% is available in rivers and lakes, which
constitute the bulk of the global supply, amounting to approximately 90,000 km®. The
hydrological cycle results in an estimated availability of just 43,000 km?® of this fresh water, but
this actually suggests an ample level of availability; a calculated average of 6498 m® per annum
available for every person against a level of 1000 m® considered indicative of water scarcity, and
1700 m® indicative of water stress.”’ That said, distribution is uneven and when combined with
population growth (and habitation patterns), industrialization, globalization, climate change,
inefficient use, and wider resource issues, water scarcity is a reality for many and is becoming an

increasingly important socio-political problem for both the individual and state.?®
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The Asia-Pacific is home to 60% of the global population, yet has only 36% of the world’s
water resources. North Americans use 2.5 times the water used in Europe, whilst the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) predicts that up to 44 million people will be
suffering water stress in Central and Southern Europe by 2070. The majority of countries in the
Near East and North Africa suffer from acute water scarcity, as do countries such as Mexico,
Pakistan, South Africa, and large parts of Africa and India. The Global Water Forum has recently
published papers on water pollution in Asia, the crisis concerning India’s groundwater, water
conflict in Costa Rica, and OECD calls for early and strategic action, whilst the UN continues to
report on water resource concerns across the globe, providing an indication of the breadth of the
issues and an increasing level of concern.?®

One-fifth of the global population or 1.2 billion people are experiencing physical scarcity,
with a further 500 million approaching that position. One quarter of the population or 1.6 billion
people are experiencing economic water shortage, with a lack of infrastructure to extract water
from rivers or aquifers. By 2025 it has been estimated that 1.8 billion people will be suffering
absolute water scarcity, with two-thirds of the world’s population suffering water stress. With
the current rate of climate change, by 2030 it has been estimated that almost half the world’s
population will be located in areas of high water stress, with water scarcity in some arid and
semi-arid places expected to displace up to 700 million people.®

Two hundred and sixty three watersheds cross the political boundaries of two or more
countries, accounting for approximately 40% of the world’s population, whilst 148 states include
territory within international basins, of which 21 are entirely contained within an international
basin. Approximately two billion people are reliant on groundwater supplies, including 273

trans-boundary aquifer systems. Yet despite 450 agreements on international waters being signed
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between 1820 and 2007, still some 60% of the 276 international river basins have no water
agreement framework on which to base the management of an increasingly finite resource.*

International efforts have sought to develop management of the situation, despite
uncertainty in international water law. The UN Water Conference was held in 1977, the UN
International Drinking Water Supply and Sanitation Decade was held between 1981-1990, the
International Conference on Water and the Environment convened in 1992, and the period 2005-
2015 is designated the UN International Decade for Action: Water for Life. Despite such
prolonged efforts, the position for a significant proportion of the world’s population remains
serious, with uneven progress on global issues. The UN’s Millennium Development Goals for
water scarcity (Appendix 1) record undoubted progress, yet the UN acknowledges that the
assessment of the proportion of the global population “using improved water sources is an
overestimate of the actual number...using safe water supplies.” The UN also acknowledges that
Oceania and sub-Saharan Africa are not projected to meet the 2015 Millennium Development
Goal, with 40% of the sub-Saharan population particularly without access to improved drinking
water. Meanwhile, the UN Convention on the Law of the Non-navigational Uses of International
Watercourses, adopted in 1997, took 27 years to develop and has still only been ratified by 24
countries. Despite significant progress in understanding water resource issues and considerable
international efforts, progress is not keeping pace with the increasing problem, and the potential
remains for water security to create instability, insecurity, and conflict.**

Improved access to water for the existing population does not necessarily improve the
prospects for water availability to a much larger, increasingly urbanized, industrialized global
population of the future. Water resources are finite, are not managed well, are unevenly

distributed, and will inevitably come under increasing pressure. Therefore, it can be expected
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that without an adequate water supply each of the individual, national, and international levels of
security will be considerably affected, likely creating instability and insecurity; both are widely
accepted as causal factors of conflict. In such a context, conflict would be environmental in
nature, whilst also possibly having ideological, cultural, or civilizational characteristics, but such
characteristics should not serve as a distraction from the environmental cause of the conflict.*
Whisky is for drinkin’; water is for fightin’ — Mark Twain.

The UN World Water Development Report Number 4 details case studies across a wide
range of regions with water management issues, demonstrating the global nature of the water
scarcity problem. The report provides focus on the issues currently affecting regions of concern
within the Chinese Yellow River Basin, Morocco, Korea, Australia, Pakistan, Czech Republic,
France, Tiber River Basin in Italy, Mexico, Costa Rica, Florida in the USA, the Tagus River
Basin in Portugal, the Mara River Basin affecting Kenya and Tanzania, and Ghana. Meanwhile,
the 2011 Flashpoints analysis by the USMC Center for Emerging Threats and Opportunities
(CETO) considered the threats posed to countries by water scarcity. CETO notably assessed that
of the top 50 countries at risk of conflict due to water scarcity, 13 were within the Middle East,
and 34 within Sub-Saharan Africa. The global nature of increasing water scarcity and the
potential to create a destabilizing effect and insecurity should be evident.**

Whilst it is widely acknowledged that water “has rarely, if ever, been the sole source of
violent conflict or war”, contemporary examples of conflict over water do exist, with the UN
having reported “37 acute disputes involving violence” concerning water resources within the last
50 years.*> Meanwhile Dr Peter Gleick’s chronology of water conflicts reports 41 violent
development disputes between 2000-2010, and circa 30 other incidents where water was used as

a political and/or military tool, or was a factor within a terrorist act. These incidents resulted in
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fatalities numbering in the hundreds, whilst the period 2011-2013 already reflects 25 violent
development disputes. In contrast, there are just six development disputes recorded in the
preceding ten years, and just 12 in the preceding 45 years. Whilst there may be some allowance
made for improved standards of reporting and data collection, the increased frequency of conflict
over water appears evident.*

UNESCO former Director-General Klaus Toepfer has noted that “it is over water that the
most bitter conflicts of the near future may be fought”, and former Israeli Prime Minister Yitzhak
Rabin stated that if water issues were not satisfactorily resolved “our region will explode.” Arial
Sharon cited conflict over tributaries of the Jordan River as a causal factor in the 1967 Arab-
Israeli War, with air strikes launched against Syria when “Israel decided to act against the
diversion of the Jordan.” Sharon further stated, “while the border disputes between Syria and
ourselves were of great significance, the matter of water diversion was a stark issue of life and
death.” More recently the then US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton stated that as “water
becomes increasingly scarce, it may become a potential catalyst for conflict among, and within,
countries,” whilst as late as 2012 current UNESCO Director-General Irina Bokova stated that
water “might tomorrow become a major source of conflict.” Even so, as the Pacific Institute
comments, elements of the international security community have effectively ignored the
“complex and real relationships between water and security.”*’

Although the 1967 war is nearly forty years past, Jordan has since become one of the most
water scarce nations. Increasing demand and a growing population have resulted in
unsustainable consumption rates, with over-exploitation of groundwater resources that are
extremely difficult to reconstitute. Jordan’s water availability per person has reduced from

3600m? in 1945 to just 145m? in 2008, less than 15% of the 1000m?® level considered to define
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water scarcity. The UN notes that Jordan has established a National Water Strategy containing
appropriate priorities, but also that institutional change is required to achieve the much-needed
progress; such change is likely to be much harder to achieve than simply designing a strategy.
This strategy is of course national, although it recognizes Jordan’s need for bi-lateral and multi-
lateral cooperation with riparian neighbors. Nonetheless, it is calculated that even if the plan is
effective Jordan will still have a water deficit of 457 million m® by 2022. The water scarcity
issue for Jordan will have been reduced but not eradicated, and at a time when all other states
reliant on the Jordan River will be experiencing similar water scarcity issues. The ability to reach
multi-lateral, or even bi-lateral agreements meeting the requirements of all may be so difficult as
to be near unachievable, particularly given the region’s historical animosity and conflict.®

Israel will likely be chief amongst Jordan’s riparian neighbors who will be pivotal within
any regional plan or perhaps in its absence, regional conflict. There is wide acknowledgment that
the majority of Israel’s water security is provided via occupied territories secured through
military action: the West Bank and the Golan Heights play key roles in providing water to Israel,
but also in feeding the Jordan River, which is of great significance to Jordan. As de Villiers
notes, “Israel controls the Golan Heights for its water as well as for reasons of military security”,
whilst he considers the Middle East as “the place where water wars are most probable.”*

Elsewhere, Syria’s 1975 actions in filling Lake Assad, resulting in a reduced flow of the
Euphrates River, almost led to war with Iraq. The Euphrates was again at the center of a crisis in
1990 when Turkey blocked the flow in order to fill one of its own reservoirs. Dispute can also
result from changes to land due to erosion and sedimentation as demonstrated by “the 1966

border war between China and the Soviet Union.” More recently conflict over water

privatization in Bolivia resulted in the internal deployment of the military on a limited scale,
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action by the government in Botswana led to destruction of water sources to enforce the
displacement of indigenous tribesmen, and internal local conflict continues to be reported in
Kenya, resulting in multiple deaths as recently as December 2012. The UN has also reported on
increased water conflict across the Asia-Pacific region, particularly over the past two decades,
with conflicts within, rather than between, countries being more common; there have reportedly
been over 120,000 water-related disputes in China alone during this period. In India, conflict
management between states is reported, with direct conflict most likely at the local level.
Overall, the allocation of increasingly scarce water resources has been cited by the UN as the
principal cause of water conflicts, with the most significant issue being the ability to balance
development against the different water uses and the economic, social, and environmental
impacts; the competing interests encompass urban, industry, agriculture, and the ecosystems upon
which livelihoods depend.®® In short, the precedence exists for the use of military action to
address water security issues between states, whilst there is increasing evidence of intra-state
conflict as the issue of water scarcity becomes more severe and seemingly less manageable.
The Nile Basin — Cooperation or Conflict?*

Whilst water scarcity is evidently becoming a significant global issue, with historical cases
of conflict, it is worth considering the specific issues in the Nile Basin, which presents a case that
involves a river basin with great historical significance, multiple actors, and an initiative that has
sought to develop the management of the available waters. In considering the issues, it is evident
that the Nile Basin presents a complex case that, in addition to the more obvious Jordan or
Euphrates-Tigris Basins, demonstrates a potential for conflict that would have African, Middle

Eastern, and broader global implications; a regional resource issue of global significance.
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Africa has suffered one-third of all water-related disasters, with 135 million people
affected, 80% by drought. Africa is the second driest continent, but the most populous after Asia,
and receives just 9% of the global renewable water resources. Some predictions place 22
countries at risk of water stress or water scarcity by 2025, with a current annual average of 4008
m? of water available per capita against the global average of 6498 m® (Figures 1 and 2). This of
course is not distributed or utilized equally. Groundwater comprises just 15% of Africa’s water,
yet 75% of the population relies upon it, whilst “increases in access...are not keeping pace with
population growth”. In short, some areas of Africa face a perilous situation.*?

The Nile Basin is occupied by eleven riparian states: Burundi, Democratic Republic of
Congo, Egypt, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Kenya, Rwanda, Sudan, Tanzania, Uganda, and now South
Sudan. Six of these states are amongst the poorest in the world, with annual per capita income of
below $550, whilst the Basin region as a whole is characterized by poverty, instability, rapid
population growth, environmental degradation, frequent natural disasters, and political turmoil.*®

Whilst noting these particular causes of instability and potential insecurity, it is also
important to recognize the dynamics amongst riparian states, particularly between upstream and
downstream states. Within the Nile Basin, Egypt is the major downstream state, currently
possessing the economic, political, and military strength to maintain dominance despite the
upheaval of the *Arab Spring’, should Egypt wish to do so. However, Egypt is calculated to have
a just 794 m® of total renewable water per person per year, with only 25 m® provided by internal
resources; this is clearly below the 1000 m® water scarcity metric. Therefore, although the 1959
Nile River Agreement allocated Egypt the majority of the Nile waters, she remains very

vulnerable to upstream states’ actions, and particularly any on the part of Sudan or Ethiopia.**
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Although there have been continued efforts in recent years to move beyond the outdated
1959 Nile Waters Agreement, which effectively allocated all available waters between Egypt and
the Sudan, little true progress has been made. Whilst the 1959 Agreement made allowance for
evaporation and seepage, none was made for water requirements of other riparian states,
including those upstream that could become of major significance to Egypt. Control of the Nile
and its headwaters is perceived as essential to Egypt’s survival and wellbeing. Consequently,
although the more moderate of the Middle Eastern nations in recent history, Egypt has proven as
ready as any other to at least maintain her current position and to even use force to protect vital
resources. Indeed, historical announcements of planned major water projects in other riparian
states have provoked a threat of military retaliation. This has typically proven an effective tactic
for Egypt, but the time has arrived where upstream states are not willing to acquiesce.*®

A number of organizations have been established in order to address water scarcity in the
region but have failed to deliver any practicable development or importantly lasting, acceptable
change to the existing and inequitable agreement. The Nile Basin Initiative (NBI) was
established in 1999 with a vision of “the equitable utilization” of water resources, endorsed by all
riparian states. The upstream states have particularly wished for a more equitable arrangement
than that provided by the 1959 agreement, but it has been acknowledged that the real goal has
been to secure consensus “on the less controversial issues.” Egypt has clearly demonstrated an
unwillingness to give up the water upon which it is so reliant, whilst each of the other states
concerned has a different perspective, differing needs to fulfill, and burgeoning external
influences to balance with domestic requirements; nations such as India, Saudi Arabia, and China

have all invested in African territory in order to sustain their own agricultural requirements.*
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The latest efforts to address management of the Nile waters amongst the now eleven
riparian states have not produced an agreement acceptable to all states, and are not encouraging.
In fact, the efforts of 2010 again highlighted the fundamental challenges faced, including the
willingness of riparian states to exploit political strengths and weaknesses, and the readiness to
consolidate upon individual self-interests. As Carole Lamere has reported “relationships between
NBI states deteriorated further...when Ethiopia, Rwanda, Uganda, Kenya, and Tanzania” reached
a new agreement that notably included removal of Egypt’s power to veto upstream projects; the
downstream states of Egypt, Sudan, and South Sudan remain opposed to the new agreement.*’

The “Arab Spring’ has introduced a further complicating factor and it remains unclear what
position Egypt will take in future negotiations. However, in a further sign of likely friction for
future development Burundi has reneged on a previous agreement with the now-deposed Hosni
Mubarak and has joined with their fellow breakaway riparian states to sign the Nile Cooperative
Framework Agreement. Burundi has likely calculated that the turmoil within Egypt has provided
a moment of opportunity in which to act with minimal risk of retaliation; Burundi may not be the
only state to take advantage of the contemporary situation with obvious risk of friction.*®

Although marred by recent conflict, it is probable that relative political stability can be
achieved within the region in the future. This would likely further promote pursuit of domestic
agendas, and particularly increased agricultural and energy production. Such action will be
necessary in order to respond to a continually increasing population, urbanization, and
industrialization, all of which introduce water demands unequalled in the history of the region.*®

Both Sudan and Ethiopia have maintained increased irrigation plans to support an
expanding agricultural industry. Ethiopia has reportedly leased some 3.6 million hectares of land

that will require irrigation, and since 2006 Sudan has reportedly leased 4.9 million hectares of
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land. Such substantial increases are likely to impact on the quantity and quality of downstream
water available to Egypt. Meanwhile, there are doubts, including within the United Nations Food
and Agriculture Organization, that the basin actually produces enough renewable fresh water to
satisfy the irrigation plans of both Ethiopia and Egypt, irrespective of Sudanese plans.™
Additionally, the Grand Renaissance Dam project undertaken by Ethiopia on the Blue Nile
is designed to deliver an enormous enhancement to Ethiopian energy production capability, but
with potentially severe consequences for downstream states. Described as an aggressive example
of Ethiopian intent, Mohamed Nasr El Din Allam (Egypt’s former Minister of Water) has also
stated the project would result in "political, economic, and social instability™ with the potential
for an outcome that ranges from “bad to devastating.” There are further early signs of the new
Egyptian political leadership’s concern over changes to their access to the Nile waters, whilst
previous reactions indicate that Egypt would not be likely to acquiesce to an actual or perceived
threat to their water security. The Ethiopian projects, in combination with a number of other
Chinese-sponsored dam projects on Nile waters in Sudan, are undoubtedly causing concern
within Egypt; the riparian states are now fulfilling previously unachievable development goals.>
The failure of the NBI to achieve a lasting solution on the major issue of water has been
formerly described as likely to result in increased “mistrust and suspicion” that could be “a recipe
for a conflict.” However, the conflicting actions are understandable when one considers the
relevance of water to the individual and to the state, the increasingly poor position in which a
large number of states find themselves, the increasing complexity of the political dynamics, and
the power imbalances that have prevented states from previously securing greater access to the
Nile waters; an imbalance that these states are now seeking to redress. Equally, it is evident the

issue has been complicated by the fact that the Nile Basin Agreement effectively viewed the Nile
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as a single basin issue. The Agreement ignored the requirement to treat the Nile River as a dual
basin issue, reflective of the different situations of the upstream states that provide the sources
from which the White Nile and Blue Nile separately emanate. All the while, the water scarcity
position is projected to get worse and unless an alternative approach is adopted, which is proving
notably elusive, there is increasing risk of instability, insecurity, and potentially conflict.>

Historical example has demonstrated that Egypt would resist threats to her own water
supply and thereby survival. Such action by other riparian states will become increasingly
problematic, given the worsening water scarcity issues to be addressed. The fact that Egypt has
previously threatened to use military force, coupled with increasing water scarcity across the
region, indicates a potential for future inter-state conflict as the water scarcity problems become
more extreme. However, whilst Egypt may in the future prove willing to engage in inter-state
conflict to ensure water security, this would undoubtedly be with a view to the intra-state conflict
that may arise amongst her own people if water resources are diminished. Other riparian states
such as Ethiopia and Sudan, whose future actions could be critical to Egypt, are already in a more
perilous situation when social, political, and military factors are considered, with a recent history
of intra-state conflict that could be readily re-ignited or inflamed by water scarcity.>

An inability to take a position of strength against a dominant riparian state that results in
water scarcity will likely create internal instability and insecurity, given the propensity for such
water shortages to “lead to food shortages, increased poverty, and the spread of disease.” Homer-
Dixon states such water shortages “make people poorer. They increase the migrations of
peoples,” deteriorate living standards, and increase social unrest and violence, by definition

leading to “water wars”. In short, internal turmoil is greatly exacerbated by water shortages, even
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before a state or area may be officially water scarce, and the likelihood for conflict in areas of the
world already marked by poverty, violence, and instability is likely to be increased markedly.>

Alternative results may also result from the dynamics amongst riparian states, as
demonstrated by the recent agreement between six of the Nile’s riparian states. Sudan, Ethiopia,
or Eritrea could form an alliance on an economic and/or military basis in order to force and
maintain an increase in their use of the Nile waters. Although creating a level of unity, this could
risk a military response from Egypt and present considerable risk of inter-state destabilization
within the region. Egypt and Sudan could form an alliance to block any move by other riparian
states, particularly Ethiopia. Conversely, such action could be perceived as acting as a source of
peace, rather than conflict, if it delivers water security (albeit perhaps not equitably across all
parties) and actually prevent inter-state conflict. However, such action would likely be focused
on maintaining or creating a balance of power that would probably result in a water security issue
persisting in another area; there are likely to be destabilizing effects that are not mitigated by
such actions. Alternatively, it could be possible to prevent a neighbor riparian state from gaining
the strength to pursue increased claims over water through support of insurgent forces in that
neighboring state. This would create certain conflict, leading to greater instability, population
migration, and broader associated destabilization problems of food scarcity, disease, and
criminality that would lead to yet greater potential for wider conflict.>

Clearly the *Arab Spring’ and other cases of political upheaval have had significant impact
in the region, but the states affected could be expected to achieve political balance in time. Each
state’s circumstances will mature and as the position of individual states strengthens, so does the
possibility of the riparian states securing an adjustment to the historical Nile Waters allocation,

particularly if they strengthen at a rate greater than Egypt. If so, there could be lasting impact on
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Egypt and it is difficult to imagine Egypt not responding forcefully. This could prove disastrous
for the region in the immediate term, whilst putting at jeopardy any chance of achieving a
meaningful management plan that addresses the water requirements of all the riparian states. The
implication of this in simple human terms is clear; the risk of conflict is recognizable.®

The international community seemingly acknowledges this, if only in an implied sense
rather than open discussion, hence efforts to identify ways and means by which to mitigate water
scarcity. These efforts are focused on implementing technological solutions, management and
efficiency measures, infrastructure development, capacity building actions, changes to demand,
appropriate governance, and a range of other activities. But experience demonstrates that
progress takes a considerable period of time, and may be unachievable in certain respects given
the socio-political complexities and deficiencies. Consider the length of time the UN has been
attempting to address water issues, the difficulties in agreeing change to a Nile waters treaty that
was signed in 1959, and the continuing political differences that exist in key regions affected.
Meanwhile, the population continues to develop a hugely increased requirement for water, food,
energy, and industry that will expand to levels the world has never before been required to
provide for, and with no greater quantity of water available than exists now.
The Implications Considered

The implications should be clear; water scarcity creates the conditions of insecurity and
instability, and risks conflict. Whilst technological, scientific, and management strategies seek to
address water scarcity, the progress is mixed. As such, the conditions for conflict are likely and
in increasing breadth and depth as the global situation worsens, but especially in the developing

regions of North Africa, sub-Saharan Africa, the Middle East, and the Asia-Pacific. The
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increasing water scarcity problem has been recognized, but the full implications for defense, and
the need for a change in perspective have yet to be fully acknowledged.

In his Small Wars Journal article, Water Security Conflicts: A Regional Perspective, Nelson
E. Hernandez recognizes the ongoing technological and management options that can be pursued
to address water shortages. He recommends inclusion of water scarcity within COCOM planning
and consideration of an approach broader than just kinetic action. Of course, this aligns with the
whole-of-government approach that is the norm for discussion and military education with regard
the conduct of military operations in the round. However, he also notes the political, legal, and
conceptual challenges in progressing to the required level to ensure water security.’

Former U.S. Secretary of State Clinton launched the U.S. Water Partnership, which seeks
to mobilize public and private assets to address global water issues through the sharing of
expertise, technology, and fostering of water management capacity; DoD representation is
however merely informal and delivered via the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. In April 2011,
Admiral Mullen commented that “[S]carcity of water, food, and space could create...conditions
that could lead to failed states, instability and potentially radicalization”, potentially placing the
U.S. at a strategic turning point in terms of military involvement. A DoD Whitepaper authored
by Erik Fleischner offers insight into the relationship of the water scarcity issue to the U.S.
National Security and National Military Strategies, matching Hernandez’s call for incorporation
of water security into DoD strategy and COCOM Theater Security programs. Despite this debate
clearly demonstrating increasingly wide recognition of the problem, a common theme appears to
be a focus on the *soft” effects to either mitigate the potential for water scarcity, or to enable the
delivery of water through humanitarian support provided via the military.*®

The ability to incorporate capacity into planning structures or to build humanitarian
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assistance capability is arguably the relatively simple aspect of the necessary evolution.
Incorporating the “relevant scientific, engineering, economic, agricultural, and political
disciplines” as appropriately recommended by Hernandez, is within the art of the possible.
Indeed this would reflect the wider ongoing work discussed by former Secretary Clinton, and a
whole-of-government and international approach is of course necessary to enable progress and
readiness to provide such ‘soft’ effect humanitarian support. The difficulty lies in addressing the
issues highlighted by Admiral Mullen; the resultant failed states and instability i.e. the conflict.
Conflict in which water scarcity is a causal factor could be either inter or intra-state, as
previously highlighted. Whilst water scarcity has increasingly reflected in discussion of future
conflict, such discussion appears more centered on concern for conflict scenarios where the
resultant instability could pose a threat to the homeland. If this is the case, the current stance
would reflect one that is, albeit with a significant element of necessity, fundamentally based on
self-interested concern for the homeland’s physical, psychological, economic, and energy
security, amongst other elements. The public debate may reflect a western acceptance of the
need for action to prevent a threat emanating to affect the homeland, but does not particularly
reflect an acceptance of the need to provide for water security as the causal factor of that threat.
Consider the US pivot towards the Asia-Pacific; whilst there are many foreign and domestic
policy objectives that can be addressed by such a shift, the primary factor in this decision is likely
to be a US preference for a forward-based defense against ideological, economic, and territorial
threats and not an environmental threat within a region that is home to 60% of the world’s
population, but with access to approximately only third of the world’s available freshwater.>®
Both inter and intra-state conflicts are clearly not new concepts, yet the ability and

readiness of western society to address both situations is questionable. The mechanisms exist to
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mitigate the risk of inter-state conflict; the United Nations, the African Union, ASEAN and other
international bodies should be capable of formulating a response to inter-state conflict scenarios,
or to environmental concerns that create an humanitarian threat across a region. International
norms exist for such scenarios and it is not unforeseeable that the international community could
respond appropriately, if conceptually and physically prepared, to a situation that when centered
on water security and therefore human survival would appear morally necessary. However, the
international community does not yet indicate a conceptual readiness to respond with force to
such a scenario; the conceptual step has not yet been taken.

The ability to intervene in intra-state conflict appears even less promising. International
and especially western responses to crises in the former Yugoslavia, Libya, Syria, Egypt, and
Mali have been mixed, ranging from forceful in some, to mute in others. The successful military
action under Operation ODYSSEY DAWN was a contributory factor in the over-throw of the
former leadership in Libya, yet such a response has not been reflected in Syria. Meanwhile, the
international intervention in Mali to counter an Islamist threat reflects a continued ideological
focus. Of course, the democratic concept of self-determination is naturally uppermost in
discussions regarding responses to intra-state conflict, yet recent history indicates that western
society is perhaps mixed in its beliefs on how self-determination should be achieved. This paper
does not seek to engage in this debate, but simply uses the example to highlight a mixed
conceptual and moral approach to intra-state conflict, and a continuing readiness to focus upon
ideological threats and even old vengeances, whilst maintaining a minimalist approach to foreign
policy. In short, recent examples indicate a lack of conceptual and moral readiness to intervene
in intra-state conflict on a consistent basis, and a continued focus on ideological threats. Yet, an

evolved approach to focus on environmental threats could move thinking beyond the state versus



26

state, or nation versus nation paradigm. This could lead to a new state of warfare that is less
violent because it is not necessarily state on state, or focused on destruction of military capability
per se, particularly if a pre-emptive approach is taken by western states with the powers to focus
on mitigating environmental factors, and particularly on ensuring water security for others.

A need to address a direct threat to the homeland or its citizens overseas is relatively
straightforward to conceptualize for all elements of the Trinity.®® However, intervention with
force as an humanitarian act, to ensure one nation’s water security in advance of potential or in
response to actual inter-state conflict, or to interject in the same manner with regards intra-state
conflict, is a step which western society is arguably not yet conceptually or morally prepared to
take. If the West is unable to reconcile itself to the use of military force to support self-
determination, the bedrock of the democratic basis of western society, it is similarly unlikely to
be able to reconcile itself to intervention (to prevent or halt intra-state conflict) as a necessary
precursor to the primary requirement to ensure water security on an equitable basis.

Nonetheless, the West possesses the capacity to do just that and there is potential for this
fundamental threat to actually force agreement, force peace, and mitigate the violence within
conflict. However, this requires the international community to approach water scarcity
appropriately, avoiding the political, ideological, and self-interested positions that have led to
human conflict placing itself above the more basic environmental threats, as it seeks to remove
the state on state approach to conflict that is arguably more violent, with increased destruction.
A Conceptual Shift: The Global Trinity

The conflicts of recent years have arguably become an ideological obsession for some,
whilst perhaps fuelled as more than this as demonstrated by the ready acceptance of Huntington’s

civilizational theory. Whilst these conflicts have been virtually all encompassing for the military
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forces involved, from the Cold War through to the post-9/11 operations, the responses have
demonstrated a readiness to view the military as the appropriate primary response to crises.
However, future military operations require a broader re-adjustment of perspective, preparedness,
and willingness. Clausewitz’s Trinity of the government, the military, and the people
encompassing policy, probability, and passion will need to experience a conceptual re-balance.”

This re-balance is not possible until the ideological lens through which threats and
conflicts are viewed has been adjusted. Of course, ideological threats remain and these will
require a military response as part of the overall action to marginalize and neutralize such threats.
However, an environmental threat to security will increasingly become established, particularly
due to the destabilizing influence of water scarcity. Already, Western militaries are considering
the relevance of desertification and water scarcity, whilst internationally it is evidently a concern.
However, the threat will become greater in its severity, with a fundamental significance beyond
ideology, culture, or civilization. As such, government, the military, and the people must evolve
to view threats and this development via an environmental lens.®

Admiral Mullen’s comments clearly reflect recognition of the consequent effects of water
security; effects that experience indicates would require military action. However, it is not
enough for the military alone to engage in an internal debate on the potential for intervention over
water scarcity, nor to confine themselves to the requirement to enhance military planning and
ground force capabilities to address water resource issues. The debate must seek to shift the
broad understanding of the military, but also that of the government, and the people to not just
recognize the severity of the issue, but to accept that military intervention will be necessary in the

future in order to provide water security, and therefore the fundamental human security that
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should be the right of all people. The focus on ideology must now recede to better gauge and
respond to the environmental reality presented by water scarcity.

Consequently, in considering this requirement an analysis of the dynamics within the
alignments and balances between states identifies that numerous reasons exist for constructing
security architectures that govern responses to a range of scenarios on the international stage i.e.
the “collection of organizations, mechanisms, and relationships through which...conflict, conflict
prevention, and peacebuilding” are managed. The particular reasons then define the character of
the design strategy adopted to provide the security architecture, which is currently accepted to be
either interest-based, institution-based, or community-based.®®

Security architectures can provide for greater interaction and management of shared
interests, however, their effectiveness varies. There is evidence of internal divisions, a lack of
common values, and inflexibility, whilst many reportedly lack adequate institutions, procedures,
and capacity whilst serving to legitimize the policies of member states or to lock out/in selected
states during negotiations. Meanwhile, the multitude of security organizations and the competing
interests have yet to be truly tested by a significant and enduring environmental existential threat;
the time for such a test may be approaching. In an environment of increased water scarcity for a
particular state, which appears solvable only by compromising the water security of another state,
will the multitude of security architectures actually present a host of environmental (rather than
cultural) fault-lines? With water potentially presenting such a critical element within the future
security environment, the traditional security architectures may actually be inadequate.®®

Perhaps the time is approaching where a fourth international relations’” dimension will be
required: a design strategy delivering bespoke environment-based security architectures with a

particular focus on water security. Water management agreements clearly exist already, but the
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fractures presenting within such agreements indicate the potential for environmental fault-lines
that could require a military aspect within any solution. The requirement for western
governments and militaries to commit to environment-based security architectures, in support of
water management agreements, may indeed become a necessary requirement.®

Importantly, an approach of this nature would not be a new form of imperialism, rather a
reflection of the Western ability to intervene beyond domestic borders in an act for the global
good. This concept can be envisioned when considering the Nile Basin where future intervention
could retain water within that area, support equitable distribution, but prevent a dislocation of
such proportions that global ramifications would likely result from the destabilizing effects;
similar consideration can be applied to other at-threat river basins around the world. Such debate
with a military-led drive for wider acceptance of a requirement to use military kinetic capabilities
would be significant. Representative states have historically shown their concern, even fear of
the military threat posed to that representation; the military’s subordinate position within the
modern western Trinity is the result. The increasing debate within the military, and particularly
one that encompasses a future requirement for military intervention to ensure water security for
others, when few western populations would likely accept such a requirement, would perhaps
demonstrate an evolution of military thinking in advance of that of the civilian body.

In considering such a concept, is it possible to conclude that the military in western society
has evolved to a point where it does not simply respond to governmental direction, but can
actually draw the body politic, both government and the people, to where it actually ought to be?
If so, perhaps it is possible for the military to actually lead the body politic to set aside ideology,
political self-interest, and perhaps national interest to address a more fundamental issue pivotal to

securing and maintaining the basis for human survival. The opportunity for the military to do so
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rests on the basis that historic fears of civil liberties being violated by an over-powerful military
are actually